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SOME RESULTS OF A FARM MA AGEMENT SURVEY IN 
RAPIDES, UNION, CLAIBORNE AND DESOTO 
PARISHES, 1938 
By J. N. EFFERSON 
INTRODU TION 
The two greatest hazards confronting cotton producers in 
Louisiana are probably changes in the price level and the weather. 
Changes in the price level affect the relation between prices farmers 
l'eceive for their products and things for which they pay, such 
~s taxes, interest, insurance, clothing, and automobiles. Changes 
in the price level also affect farmers through thefr influence on the 
Purchasing power of consumers and therefore on the consumption 
of farm products. 
Unfavorable weather condition affect not only the production 
of cotton on Louisiana farms, but al o the supply and price of feed 
crops used in the production of the major cash crop, cootton. 
t 
Individual farmers can do little to insure completely against 
. hese two hazards. The purpose of the farm management smvey 
In four Nortli. Louisiana upland cotton parishes was to study 
those factors which farmers can control and which have an im-
Portant bearing upon the financial success of the farm business. 
The survey for the 193 crop year in Rapides, Union, Clai-
borne and Desoto Parishes was conducted by the Louisiana Agri-
cultural Experiment Station in cooperation with the Louisiana 
Agricultural Extension ervice. The 118 farms selected were those 
on which farm-unit demonstrations were to be conducted during 
t.939, thus the results probably do not indicate the average condi-
ions for each area, but mo t likely how what the better farmers 
are doing. Information concerning farm in entories, farm i·eceipts, 
f
expenses, and cropping practice were obtained by a visit to each 
arm. 
PRI E IT ATIO 
. During the period covered by the urv y, the 1938 crop year, 
fr1ces received by Loui iana farmer for products sold were rela-
ively unfavorable in compari on to prices in the four previous 
rears and to the 1910-1 parity price . The price of cotton to 
oui iana producers for 19 a eraged .3 cent per pounds as com-
Par d to 12.3 c nts for the 191 -14 period and 18.0 cents for the 
1924-29 period. In aildition, price paid by farmer for commodities 
~ed in pr duction and con umption were 22 per cent higher in 193 




Use of Land 
The 118 farms surveyed averaged 146 acres in size (Table 1) · 
Of this total acreage, 60.1 acres per farm, or 41.2 per cent, were 
planted to crops; 6.4 acres, or 4.4 per cent, in idle crop land; 28.0 
acres, or 19 .2 per cent, in open pasture; 16.6 ac1·es, or 11.4 per 
cent, in woods pastured; 31.0 acres, or 21.3 per cent, in woods 
not pastured, and 3.6 acres, 01· 2.5 per cent, in land used for the 
farmstead. 
The Rapides and Union Parish farms were smaller on the 
average, as measured by total acres in the farm and by acres in 
crops, than the farms studied in Claiborne and DeSoto. 
The average ac1·eage acco1·ding to the 1935 Census was 54.6 
ac1·es per farm in Rapides, 78.5 in Union, 80.9 in Clajborne, and 
62.6 in DeSoto. This indicates that the farms studied in these 
parishes in 1938 were about twice as large as the average farJ1l 
according to the ensus. This is due to the fact that cropper, 
share rent, and cash rent operators as well as owner-operated 
farms were considered as separate units by the Census while the 
farms studied jn 1938 were limited to owner-operated farms. The 
sample taken in 1938 is probably representative of the average 
size of the owner-operated farms in the area. 
• 
TABLE 1. USE OF LAND, 118 FARMS, RAPIDES, UNION, LAIBOR'.NE 
AND DESOTO PARISHES, 1938. 
Acreage Per Farm 
Land U•e Rapides Union Claiborne DeSoto All Parishes 
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Per cent 
Crops .. ............... 41.7 63 .0 71 .6 63.6 60.1 41.2 
Idle crop land .. ····· .. , .... 6.4 7.5 5.0 6.2 6.4 4.4 
Open pasture . . . . .. . ...... 23.7 20.8 28.9 41.4 28.0 19.2 
Woods pastured ............ . 17.8 14.0 20.1 15.8 16.6 11 .4 
Woods not pastured ... ..... 41.0 25.5 32.5 27 .4 31.0 21.3 
Farmstead, waste, etc .. ....... 4.2 3.2 2.4 4.6 3.6 2.5 
TOTAL ... ............... 134.8 134.0 160.5 159.0 14f).7 100.0 
Number of farms .... . .. ... . 27 38 26 27 118 
Crop Grown 
The a rag a reage in differ nt crops on the farms studied 
p r farm in cotton, 20.6 acres in corn and peas or 
soybeans, . a res in com not interplanted with legumes, 1.0 
acre in truck crop , less than 1 acre in each of several minodr 
rop , peanu 1 w t potatoe , Irish potato s1 and garden, an 
1 .5 acres in other mi c llaneous crops, mostly hay and forage 
rops (Table 2). 
In ach of the four pari h s studi d, cotton and corn made up 
mor than on -half of th total a res in rops. Rapid s had a 
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TABLE 2. ACREAGE IN IMPORTANT CROPS, 118 FARMS, RAPIDES, 
UNION, CLAIBORNE, :AND DESOTO PARISHES, 1938. 
Acreage Per Farm 
~-P----~~~~~~~~-Ra::..:=:p=ld=es:...__u~n~lo=n=--~C=l~=b~orn~e=--~D~e=S=ot~o~P~a=~=h=~::_s 
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres 
gorn and peas or soybeans ..... . 17.1 19.1 23.4 23.1 20.6 
c~~~n solld ...... ·. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6 5.5 4.1 2.3 3.3 
~eanuts · : ·. ::: : : ·. '.: '.: : : : '. '. : : '. '.: '.: : 8~ 18 :~ 22:i 2t~ 18:~ 
1 
~eet potatoes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9 .7 .7 .9 .8 
~h potatoes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9 .5 .2 .4 .5 
Gar~~ncrops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8 1.5 .3 .9 1.0 




_ TOT AL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41.7 63 .0 71.6 63 .6 60.1 
Winter legumes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1 10.2 4.0 10.1 8.8 
srnt alle1· average acreage in cotton and in total crops than did the 
0 her three areas. 
Winter cove1· crops, usually vetch or winter peas, were grown 
~~ most of the farms in the winter preceding the planting of the 
38 crops. An average of about 9 acres of winter cover crops 
per farm was grown, with Rapides, Union, and DeSoto farms hav-
ing about 10 acres per farm and Claiborne 4 acres per farm. The 
Usual Pl'actice wa to plow under the winter cover crop in the 
early spring and to follow with cotton on the same land. 
Crop Yield 
. Cotton yields on the fa1·ms studied averaged 256 pounds of 
hnt per acre (Table 3). Rapides Parish farms were highest with 
atnhaverage yield of 347 pounds of lint cotton per acre while the 
0 e! areas averaged about 245 pounds. Several of the farms 
st.ud1ed in Rapides were on the Red Ri er bottom soils; thus the f1elds in the other three parishes are probably more representa-
lVe of North Louisiana upland cotton yields in 1938. 
TABLE 3. YIELDS OF IMPORTANT CROPS, 118 FARMS, RAPIDES, 
UNION, CLAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISHES, 1938. 
Yield Per Acre 
l>al'lah corn a.nd Com, Pea.a or Lint Sweet Irtah 
----------~~~~~~~~So~U_d ~-So~y~bean.a~~-eo-t_to_n~_Po_~_t_~_s~P_ot_at_oea~-
lt Buahel.I Bu.ahe\ll Pounds Bushels Hundredwetiht 
u~P~~es . .. . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 20.0 19.2 347 7a 31 
Ola!borne · · · · · · · . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8.5 9.1 243 60 47 
J:)esoto .... · .... · · · · · .. . .. . .. lS.O 11.4 239 79 37 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19.0 11.4 253 71 70 
.......__All Parishes 12.0 12.2 256 72 45 
orn yields averaged 12 bushels per acre, with Rapides lead-
ing with an average of about 20 bushels per acre and Union lowest 
with about 9 bushels per acre. Sweet p·otatoes averaged 72 bushels 
per acre and Irish potatoes 45 hundredweight per acre. The yield 
of Irish potatoes in Rapides Parish was relatively low because 
unfavorable marketing conditions at the time the commercial crop 
matured caused many of the producers to leave part of the crop 
in the field. Irish potatoes on the farms jn the other three parishes 
were produced mostly for home consumption. 
Livestock 
The 118 farms surveyed had an average of 7 milk cows per 
farm (Table 4). The dairy enterprise was more predominant 
in Rapides, with an average of 10 cows per farm, and in Claiborne 
and DeSoto, with 7 cows per farm, than on the farms in Union 
Parish, which averaged only 4 cows per farm. Milk produc~d 
above family need was mark ted in Rapides Parish mostly as fluid 
milk for local consumption in the Alexandria area while that pro-
duced in the other areas was sold as fluid milk fo1· manufacturing 
purposes or as cream or butter. 
Rapides and DeSoto were also high st in the number of other 
cattle, having 18 and 1 per farm, i·espectively, while Union aud
1 laiborne had 6 per farm compared to an average of 10 for al 
farms stu<lied. These were mostly general purpose range cattle. 
The farms studied had an average of 3 head of workstock per 
farm, 2 sheep, 1 brood sow, 9 other hogs, mostly shoats for horne 
consumption, and about 59 chickens. A larger number of sheeP 
and hogs, and fewer chickens were kept on the farms in Rapides 
than on those in the other three areas. 
TABLR 4. A VERA GE NUMBERS OF LIVESTO K, 118 FARMS, RAPIDES. 








Lives tock P er Fann 
Rapides Union Jal born 
Number Number Number 
mules .... ... . . 3.6 3.3 3.3 
.... .. . . . . .... .... 10.4 3.9 7.5 
.............. ..... 17.6 5.6 6.3 
. ... ....... . ..... 6.9 . . . . 
. .... ............ 2.1 1.3 .8 
. .. ... ·· ···· ... ..... 14.7 9.8 6.4 
..................... 44.9 65.7 b9.7 
IN OME AND EXPENSE 



















The a rag apital inv sted on the 11 farms studied ~as 
6,34 per farm (Table 5) . Mor than two-thirds of the total .1n· 
vestment v as in land and building in a h of the parishes stud1e<l· 
6 
This was an average of between $30 and $35 per acre. Livestock 
ac~ounted for about 15 per cent of the total investment and ma-
chinery and equipment 7 per cent. 
$ 
The capital investment per farm in Rapides Parish averaged 
8651 as compared to $5309 for Union, $6009 for Claiborne, and 
~5721 for DeSoto. Rapides Parish farms had highe1· investments 
In all the items of capital although the total acreage per farm was 
smaller in most of the other parishes studied. This was due to 
TABLE 5. AVERAGE CAPITAL PER FARM, 118 RAPIDES, UNION, 
CLAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISH FARMS, DECEMBER 31, 1938. 
Capital Per Farm 
All 
--- --~~~~-~~__:Ra=p~ld=e~s-~U=n=l~::__ru=:.:.:a lb=o=m~e_D~e=S=ot~o --=P~a=rls=h=es~ 
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
~~~~ '' '' . , ' .......... ... ' . . . 3484 2609 2655 2516 2798 
Llvesto~~ ........ · · · · · · · · · · · ;;g~ 1~~ ~~~~ 1~~~ 
1~~! 
Power machi~e~y- ... : : : : : : : . . 347 ao 124 154 168 
Other equipment . . . . . . . . . . . . 464 195 211 214 264 
F'eect ancl supplies .......... _ 5_7_8 ___ 1_97 ___ 2_8_4 ___ 2_96 _ _ _ 3_2_6 _ 
Total capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8651 5390 6009 5721 6348 
hi~her values per acr for land, to larger and more numerous 
buildings, and to larger inventories of livestock, equipment, and 
fUPplies. . This indicates that the Rapides farms were actually 
arger as to volume of business e en though the average acreage 
Wfas smaller. Acres per farm is not ah ays a good measure of size 
0 business. 
Farm Receipt 
Total r ceipts per farm a eraged 1510 for the 1938 crop 
Year (Table 6). Approximately one-third of the Teceipts were from 
crops, mostly cotton and cottonseed ; about one-third from live-
ftock and livestock products, mo tly milk ales; and the remainder 
roni other miscellaneous sources, such as A.A.A. payments, in-
crease in farm capital, and work off the fal'm. Payments from the 
A.A.A. represented almo t 10 p r cent of total receipts for the year. 
t Receipts by parishes varied from 1976 per farm for Rapides D $1214 per farm for Union, 13 9 for laiborne, and $1577 for 
e oto. Rapid s Pari h had rnaUer l ' ceipts from cotton and 
aottonse d but much larger 1eturns from livestock products; the 
~Pid s farms averaged 90 per fann for live tock product re-
ceipts, which were mostly sales of fluid milk, as compared to 
bround $ 00 per farm for the other pa1·i hes studied. As indicated 
Y th receipts, th farms studied in Rapides Pari h were predomi-
~a~ely liv sto k farms with cotton a a minor supplementary enter-
u l'lse, whil th farms tudied in the other pari hes were mainly 
Pland cotton farm with live tock a a upplementary enterprise. 
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TABLE 6. AVERAGE RECEIPTS PER FARM, 118 RAPIDES, UNION, 
CLAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISH FARMS, 1938. 
Receipts Per Farm 
All 
Rapides Union Clalbome DeSoto Parishes 
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
Cotton lint . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 281 389 502 473 409 
Cottonseed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 63 86 75 67 
Other crops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 219 70 61 100 108 
Total crop receipts . . . . . . . . . 544 522 649 648 584 
Livestock sold . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128 63 127 125 106 
Livestock products . . . . . . . . . . . . 904 283 367 263 439 
Total livestock receipts . . . . 1032 346 494 388 545 
AA.A. payments . . 59 156 144 195 140 
Increase in capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169 89 54 218 129 
All other income ............... ___ 1_12 ___ 1_01 ____ 48 ___ 1_28 ___ 1_12 __ 
Total receipts . ............ 1976 1214 1389 1577 1510 
Farm Expen e 
AJI farm expenses except pay for the farmer's own time and 
interest on his investment amounted to $1139 per farm (Table 7). 
Man labor was the largest individual item of expense, averaging 
$381 per farm, or one-third of all costs. Other important expenses 
were for feed, which averaged $92 per farm; f rtilizer, $89; ma-
chinery purchased, $ 9; and truck, tractor, and auto costs, $80 
per farm. 
TABLE 7. AVERAGE ExPENSES PER FARM, 118 RAPIDES, UNIOI'l1 
LAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISH FARMS, 1938. 
Expense Per Farm ---All 
Rapid 8 Union Clatbome D Solo Parish!!--
Dollars ollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
Hired labor 265 99 113 155 154 
Cropper labor ......... 78 102 162 127 116 
Unpaid family labor ·······. 86 134 141 73 111 
Feed ....... .. 80 92 138 62 92 
Fert1llzer ... 60 94 115 88 89 
Glnn1ng .. 24 40 52 42 40 
Repairs, fences, bldgs., and 
machinery ·-··· ... 98 62 38 76 68 
Truck, tractor, and auto 
costs ......... ... . 152 48 66 67 so 
Livestock purchased .... 93 51 109 54 74 
Real estate lmprovem nts 25 26 128 143 75 
All other farm expenses ....... 223 113 88 195 15!_-. 
Total fa.rm expenses ... . .. .. 1415 911 1197 1122 1139 
8 
Expenses per farm varied from $1415 in Rapides to $911 in 
Union, $1197 in Claiborne, and $1122 in DeSoto. The Rapides 
Producers had larger farms as measured by total capital invested 
and numbers of productive livestock and thus had larger total 
expenses. osts for purchased feed in Rapides Parish, however, 
:Vere smaller in proportion to the number of livestock kept than 
in any other parish studied, indicating that a larger proportion 
of the feed was produced on the farms. 
Farm Return 
Total farm receipts averaged $1510 per farm and total farm 
expenses $1139 per farm. The difference of $371 between these 
two :figures is the amount of income left to cover interest charges 
and to pay for the farmer's own time, or the farm income (Table 
8). In order to place all farms on a comparable basis, regardless 
of their indebtedness, 5 per cent intere·st was charged on the 
average investment. This interest charge on the average farm 
capital amounted to $314 per farm. When this is deducted from 
the farm income of $371, the remainder of $57 is left to pay the 
~armer for his year's work and management. This is called labor 
1-ncome and is used as a measure of the financial success of the indi-
hidual farm business. In addition to his labor income, the farmer 
as the use of his house and products from the farm, such as 
Vegetables, milk, and eggs. 
It should be kept in mind that a farmer's labor income is 
not comparable with city men's wages since the farmer has the 
Use of his house and products in addition to labor income. Also, 
on any individual farm, if there is no indebtedness, the interest 
;t 5 per cent would not ha:ve to be actually paid out and the 
armer would have that amount for living. 
S 
The average labor incomes varied from $174 per farm in De-
oto Parish to $133 in Rapides, 36 in Union, and -$107 in Clai-
borne. The Rapides Parish farms had a larger average farm in-
TABLE 8. AVERAGE RETURNS FROM FARMING, 118 RAPIDES, 
UNION, LAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISH FARMS, 1938. 
Average Per Farm 
All 
Rapides Union Claiborne Ue~oto Parishes 
Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars 
~otal capita.I Invested ........ 8567 5'346 5982 5612 6284 
Total !arm receipts .......... 1976 1214 1389 1577 1510 
P otal !arm expenses . . . . .. lil5 911 1197 1122 1139 
I~~es~n~~m:v~~ag~ c~pital · · 561 303 192 455 371 
at 5 per cent . . ..... 428 26'7 299 281 314 
Labor Income ................ 133 36 - 107 174 57 
come than farms in any of the other parishes, but also had a much 
higher interest charge because of the large capital investment per 
farm; the average labo1· income was slightly lower in Rapides than 
in DeSoto. In gen ral, the farms studied in Rapides and DeSoto 
had higher returns from the year' farming operations than did 
those in Union and laiborne. 
Farm Privilege and Labor Earnings 
The total value of fa,rm privileges-including the fruits, 
vegetables, field crops, livestock, and livestock products consumed 
by the farm family and the value of the house rent-averaged $553 
per farm (Table 9). This figure represents the value of products 
the farmer would have had to buy had he not produced them on 
the farm . 
TA LE 9. AVERAGE VALUE OF OPERATOR'S FARM PRIVILEGES, 118 
RAPIDES, NION LAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISH FARMS, 1938. 
Average Per Farm 
Rapides Union Clalbomo DeSoto All Farms 
Doll a rs Dollars Dollars Dolla rs Dollars 
Garden and field crops .... 133 116 127 129 125 
Pork ...... . ........ . . . . . .. . . 26 39 45 42 38 
Beef .......................... 3 4 4 3 3 
Chickens ............. . ... . . 16 24 22 22 22 
Eggs ............... ........ 19 19 21 21 20 
Milk ............ ......... .. 159 154 129 155 150 
Butter .. . .. . . . .. .. .. .. .... 16 32 33 23 27 
Wood . . . .. . . . . . . . . ... . ....... 30 34 29 31 32 
House rent . ....... ······ ..... 138 134 136 130 134 
All other ................. 5" 1 2 2 2 
Total farm privileges 545 557 548 558 553 
Labor income 133 36 - 107 174 57 
Labor earnings . . .. . . 678 593 441 734 610 
f the total farm pri ilege , gard n and fl Id crops amounted 
to $125 per farm or 23 per nt, whil livestock and livestock 
product , mostly milk and butter, a rag d $260 per farm, or 47 
per cent of all privil ge . The e timat d valu of the house rent, 
which would ha e be n a cash cost had the operators not owned 
their fa1·m , averaged 134 per farm, or about $11 p r month. 
The labor a? nings av rag d $610 per farm. abor arnings 
include th labor in ome plus the alue of all farm privileges and 
ar comparabl to th alary of a p r on living in a city. Thus 
it might b said that th 11 farm tudi. d mad an average salarY 
of about $51 p r month in 19 . 
Ther was r latively little variation in the value of farrn 
pri i1 g p r farm in the diff r nt pari hes. Labor earnings, 
however, owing to lluctuations in labor incom , vari d from $734 
per farm in e oto Pari h to 67 in apid s, $593 in nion, 
and 441 p r farm in laiborn 
10 
Variation in Labor Earnings 
Although the average labor earning amounted to $610 per 
farm, 15 farms, or 13 per cent, had minus labor earnings, or made 
~othing for their labor in 1938 (Table 10). Forty-two producers, or 
5 per cent, had labor earnings of from $1 to $500, 32 per cent 
?nied from $501 to $1000, and 6 per cent made more than $2000 
tom the year's farming operations. 
TABLE 10. V ARIATWN IN LABOR EARNI GS, 118 FARMS, R APIDES, 
NWN, LAIBORNE, A' D DESOTO PARISHES, 1938. 
Labor Earnings Farms Percentage 
of Total 
Dollars Dollars Number Per cent 
-500 to 0 15 13 
1 to 500 42 35 
501 to 1000 38 32 
1001 to 1500 15 13 
1501 to 2000 1 1 
More than 2000 7 6 
Total. .. ..... 118 100 
Why wa there such a wide ariation in the :financial success 
0.f farmel's in the same general area. for the same year? This varia-
tion wa not due to the price of cotton, the general price level, or 
the weather because all of the e farmers had somewhat similar 
coi:tditions in these r spects. The following analysis attempts b1 
Point out some of the factors r pon ible for these variations, most 
of which individual farmers can control. 
FACTOR AFFE TING FARM RETURNS 
Numerous statistical studies of farms in Louisiana and other 
s~ateR ha e shown that the most important factors causing varia-
t~ons in f .:ll'm returns on similar farm in a given year are : ( 1) 
s(ize of busine s; (2) rates of production; (3) choice of enterprises; 
4} labor ffi ciency. An anal si of the 11 farms studied in 19 8, 
belating the effect of the first three factors to farm returns, has 
een made; the fourth factor labor efficiency, is u ually inter-
related with size and yields and an be studied separately only 
When a much larger sample is a ailable and the e interrelated 
ffactors can be held con tant while the effect of the independent 
acto1· on farm return is determined. 
ize of Bu in 
There are many measure of the ize of a farm business. 
Probably th mo t u eful on mix d crop and 1i e tock farms of the 
type studied in Rapides, nion, laiborne, and De oto Parishes in 
193 a the acr in er p , including be h ca h and feed crops, and 
the number of cows. The farms ha ing large acreages in Cl'Ops 
11 
also had relatively large numbers of livestock and high capital 
investments; thus acres in crops is a fairly reliable measure of 
size of business on the farms studied. · 
The larger the acreage in crops, the higher were the farm 
returns (Table 11). The labor income increased from -$9 for the 
farms with less than 40 acres in crops to $23 for those with from 
40 to 69 acres and to $190 for those with 70 acres or more in crops. 
TABLE 11. RELATION OF ACRES IN CROPS TO VARIOUS FACTORS, 
118 FARMS, RAPIDES, UNION, CLAIBORNE, AND DESOTO 
PARISHES, 1938. 
Acres fn Crops 
Less than 40 to 70 Acres All 
40 Acres 60 Acres or More Farms 
N\lmber of farms ..... . ..... .. .... .... ... 43 42 33 118 
Total acres per f rm 80 134 246 146 
Acres in cotton ....... . ....... .. ... ...... 7 16 34 18 
Number of milk cows ............ ..... ... 4 5 14 7 
Number of other cattle . ........ .. ...... 8 6 17 10 
Pounds of lint cotton per acre ...... . ... . 246 218 275 244 
Receipts from crops ....... ...... ... .... . $259 $433 $1198 $584 
Receipts from livestock and livestock 
products ............................ 313 297 1163 545 
Total receipts ........................... 910 1165 3010 1588 
Total expenses . . .. . . ...... .... ........ .. 732 888 2263 1216 
Labor income ..... . ....... . ... .......... - 9 23 190 58 
Labor earnings ··········· .. ... ...... ... . 476 525 895 611 
The group of farms with less than 40 acres in crops had an 
average of 7 acres of cotton, 4 mflk cows, and made labor earnings 
of $476 for the year. The group with 70 acres or more in crops 
had an average of 34 acres in cotton, 14 milk cows, and made 
labor earnings of $895 for the year. 
These findings concerning the relationship of size of business 
to farm returns agree with the broad farm management principle 
established as a result of studies of hundreds of farms throughout 
the United tates over a long· peri d of y ars. The numerous 
studies indicate that in years of favorable price relationships, su~h 
as the pre-depression years of 1925-29, the influence of size is 
quite pronounced, while in depression year , such as 1930-34, 
when prices are unfavorable, incomes increas only gradually with 
increasing sfae of busines . 
Higher farm inc m r suiting fr m a moderately large size 
of bu ine ar du to the following rea ons: (1) greater efficiencY 
in the u e of labor can be obtain d; (2) more work can be done 
with a g·iven investment of capital; ( ) building and machinel'Y 
repafrs and depr ciation can be spread over a larg r number of 
cows and crop acr ; ( ) :fixed cost per acre and per cow can ~e 
reduced at no additional cost. All of th se efficiencies result in 
reduction in co t per unit of production and thu in higher incorne-s. 
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Rates of Production 
The most important measure of rates of production on the 
farms studied was the yield of cotton per acre. Because of the fact 
that only about one-third of the total cash income on these farms 
Was from the cotton enterprise, cotton yield is not a measure of 
t~e rates of production on the entire farm, but does give an indica-
tion of the changes in farm returns when cotton yields fluctuated. 
In general, the higher the yield per acre of cotton, the larger 
Were the farm returns (Table 12). The 46 farms having yields 
of less than 200 pounds of lint cotton per acre made an average 
labor income of $1 per farm and a erage labor earnings of $552; 
the 39 farms with yields of 200 to 299 pounds of lint cotton per 
acre made an average labor income of $92 and labor earnings of 
$656, while the 33 producers with yields of 300 01· more pounds 
of lint cotton per acre had an average labor income of $97 per 
farm and labor earnings of $640. The high-yield group had slightly 
ower labor earnings than the middle group because they were 
rnore highly specialized cash crop farms and received fewer fa1·m 
Privileges in the form of livestock and livestock products. 
TABLE 12. RELATION OF YIELD PER ACRE OF COTTON TO VARIOUS 
FACTORS, 118 FARMS, R APIDES 'NION, LAIBORNE, AND 
DESOTO PARISHES, 1938. 
Pounds of Llnt Cotton Per Acre 
Less than 200 200 to 299 300 or More 
Pounds P ounds Pounds All 
Per Acre Per Acre Per Acre Farms 
~Urnber of farms ....................... · 46 39 33 118 
.\ ota1 acres per farm ... . ...... . .......... 126 156 162 146 
~ cres in cotton ......................... 13 21 20 18 
~Umber of milk cows . . . . . . . . . . . ...... 7 6 8 7 
p Urnber of other cattle . . . . . . . . . . . ...... 7 10 14 10 
ltOUnds of lint cotton per acre ........... 131 244 402 244 
It ecetpts from crops ..................... 361 $595 $880 $584 
ece!pts from livestock and livestock 
'r Products . ............ .... ... ..... . .. 427 562 690 545 
'r otal receipts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1242 1517 2154 1588 
L 0tal expenses .......................... 971 1129 1660 1216 
Labor income ........................... 1 92 97 58 
abor earnings .......................... 552 656 640 611 
Results of numerous studies have shown that, one year with 
another, the average farm returns increa e consi tently as the 
rates of production of crops and Ii e tock increase. The advan-
~ages of high rates of production are le in periods of low p1·ices 
ecause of the extra ca h co ts invol ed, but e en in such periods 
l'noderately high yi ld show ome advantage in incom . 
hoice of Enterpri 
. In addition to siz of busin and r at of prod'l.lcti on, another 
1l'nportant factor aff ting fa rm l' turn i the ombination of 
1 
Mterprises. Experience has shown that, in general, farms with 
more than one important source of income have larger returns 
than do those depending almost entfrely on one enterprise. Ad· 
ditional enterprises to the major source of income, where adapted 
to the situation, aid in bringing about more efficient utilization of 
labor and capital and provide a method of increasing the sjze of 
business. 
The enterprises which can be most profitably combined in a 
farm business depend largely on local conditions and are affected 
by such factorn as soil, climate, and marketing facilities. The 
most profitable combination is the one that results in the greatest 
total return above all costs from the farm as a unit over a period 
of years. 
In areas that have been established in farming for a number 
of years, the type of farming followed has been established bY 
numerous experiments of many farmers, and the accumuiati've 
result i usually the choice of enterprises that have been found mo~t 
profitable for the area as a whole. Rapid changes in the econom~c 
situation, however, sometimes cause farmers to lag behind in their 
adju tment to the most profitable enterprises. 
On the 118 farms studied in Rapides, nion, laiborne, and 
De oto Parishes for the 1938 crop year, cotton was the major 
enterprise as it was produced on prn tically all farms and made UP 
the major ource of farm receipts. In addition, many of the 
producers maintained a fairly large livestock enterprise, mostlY 
dairy cattle, which was the econd most important source of cash 
income. 
Table 1 pr s nts an analysis of the farms studied, sorted 
according to acreage in cotton and sub- orted according to numbers 
of dairy ows, which were the two most important enterprises. 
This analysis re eals the following facts : 
1. The larger the size of business as m asured by number of 
dairy cows, the great r w re the farm returns. The farJll5 
with small acreages of cotton and a r lativ ly small nuJll· 
ber of dairy cows made labor earnings of $ 6 per fal'Jll 
as compar d to $ 7 per farm for those with relativelY 
large acreage of cotton and mor than average numbers 
of dairy cows. 
2. The acreag of c tton alon had r latively little effect oJI 
farm returns. The farms with small acreages in cotton 
made a out the am labor incom s as thos with ladf 
a r ag wi h th number of cows being held constan' 
and only slightly low r labor earnings than did the large 
cotton farm . This is most likely due to the fact that tile 
otton enterprise in 193 was relativ ly unprofitable be-
cau of the unfa orabl price receiv d for otton. 
3. The farm with a combination of r latively larg a reage; 
of otton and larg numb r of dairy cows made highe t 
r turns than any f th other group . This indicates th!l 
h mo t profitabl ombination of nt rpris s on the farJllS 
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studied was a fairly iarge operating unit of both the cotton 
and the dairy enterprise. Producers specializing in either 
of these two without a relatively large unit of the other 
made lower returns than did those with a combination 
of both. 
TABLE 13. RELATION OF ACRES IN OTTON AND NUMBER OF DAIRY 
Cows TO v ARIOUS FACTORS, 11 FARMS, RAPIDES, UNION, 
CLAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISHES, 1938. 
Less than 15 15 Acr~s or 
Acr es In Cotton More ln Cotton 
Less than 5 Dairy Less than 5 Dairy 
6 Dairy Cows 5 Dairy Cows 
Cows or More Cows or More 
Per F a rm Per Farm Per Farm ? er Farm 
39 20 29 30 
8'1 129 178 203 
28 44 77 96 
7 8 26 31 
12 43 34 33 
256 229 215 267 
14 14 8 13 
2 18 2 11 
9 11 7 14 
811 $2462 $1206 $2385 
648 1813 1003 1761 
- 35 210 - 70 201 
446 757 456 876 
~Umber of farms ........ . ............ . 
A ota1 acres per farin .................. . 
A. cres in all crops .... . . . ... . . . .... . .. . . 
Acres in cotton ...... . ................ . 
l> cres in open pasture . . ............... . 
13 
ouncts of lint cotton per acre ........ . 
~ Ushels of corn per acre .............. . 
N Umber of milk cows . . . . . . . 
1' Umber of other cattle ............... . 
1' ota1 receipts .... .. .. . . .. ..... .. ...... . 
L otal expenses ......... . ............. . 
L~~~~ ~~~~gs .:::::::.:::::::::::::::: 
LO ATING THE TRO D WEAK POINT 
Table 14 will enable each farmer who gave a record in the 
survey to locate the strong and weak points in his farm business. 
Other farmers may find this table useful in sizing up their busi-
nesses. Estimates for individual farms can be placed in the proper 
8r:>aces and comparisons made with the average of the group. 
. The group averages have been eparated into two major di-
vh1sions, those farms having less than 60 acre in crops and those 
aving 60 acres or more in crops. This was done so as to make 
the comparisons more significant to the indi idual farmer, as he 
can c mpare his results with the result of the group of farms 
nearest in size to his own. 
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TABLE 14. SUMMARY OF THE FARM BUSINESS WITH COMPARISONS, 
118 RAPIDES, UNWN, LAIBORNE, AND DESOTO PARISH FARMS, 1938. 
~~~~~A_v~e_ra~g~e_P_e_r _F_a_r_m~~~---
Less than 60 
Acres Jn 
Crops 
Number of farms 75 
Size of business 
Acres per farm . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100 
.A'.cres in crops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 
Acres in cotton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Acres in open pasture . . . . . . . . . . 19 
Acres in winter legumes . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
Number of milk cows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
Number of other cattle . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
Number of workstock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
Dollars invested on January 1, 1939, in : 
Real estate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3042 
Livestock . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 648 
h{achinery ........... . .. ... .. 315 
Feed and supplies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 260 
Total capital invested .............. 4265 
Rate of production 
Pounds of lint cotton per acre . . . . . 236 
Bushels of corn per acre . . . . . . . . . . . 14 
Important expenses Dollars 
Hired labor . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . 130 
Unpaid labor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86 
Feed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 
Fertilizer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60 
Livestock purchased . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 
Other cash costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 134 
Important r elpts 
Receipts from crops . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 332 
Receipts from ltvestock and 
livestock products . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 271 
Other ca.sh income . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 188 
Increase in capital . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 195 
Average capital ................•....... 
Total farm receipts . . . ............... . 
Total farm expenses . . . . . . . ......... . 
Farm income . . . ........... . 
Interest on average capital 
Labor income . 
Value of farm privileges 










60 Acres or 
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